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INTRODUCTION 

In recent years the investigation of environmental variables in 
educational settings and their relationship to the functioning individual 
has been revitalized as an area of strong research concern in the social 
sciences- Bloom (1964) has emphasized the importance of developing 
measures of various environments as crucial for the accurate control, 
prediction, and effective manipulation of learning outcomes- While much 
has been accomplished in the development of "low inference 11 measures to 
assess stimulus and response variables in educational environments during 
the past 10 to 15 years, their practicality in terms of large scale research 
and ability to predict specific learning outcomes has fostered much 
criticism. It is, thus, questionable whether direct observational systems 
have the potential for fully describing the totality of the person- 
environment interactions present in the educational context. In addition, 
their usefulness in identifying more global factors mediating the learning 
environment and learning outcomes is suspect. 

Since 1966, several studies have demonstrated that students 1 perceptions 
of characteristics of the classroom learning environment can be measured 
reliably, and that "high inference" measures are valid predictors of 
learning (Walberg, 1974). Indeed, a strong case has been made by some 
educational researchers in support of a return to, and the continued 
development of high rather than low inference measures to pinpoint useful 
socio-psychological variables having relevance for arranging classroom 
environments to optimize learning outcomes. 

According to Anderson (1973), the revitalized interest and concern 
for the development and validation of school social climate measures began 
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US in a, f 0rTn 3b 

in conjunction with Harvard Project Physics- n g a s * th e 

studies of Hemphill and Westie (1950), Walberg ev l Se d * ~^^to^ 

Climate Questionnaire (CCQ) , a climate instruct Q 0n5 i^ r ^^ni^ ful 

^ wit^ /*CQ 

for the description of class groups- Subseq ua ^sea^ ^he 

showed that scale scores related to the perso* a lt: y ^gf k^ c e 

teachers; cognitive, attitudinal, and behavi°^ al c Har3 ct; ^ of ^ p 

within the class; and measures of pupil learn*^* 

n j . hypo^u from 

In order to improve scale reliabilities a te e v ^se3 

a general sociopsychological theory of Getzel 5 anci The^** 5 ^ 

holds that institutional and individual chara^ *-^$t:iC0 ^ itf 

room settings to determine school learning, tt» e at^ 

renamed the Learning Environment Inventory m A °^ * ^*ch 

studies examining the relationship between th e sc*^^ ^ar**'* 18 

^73) i 

have subsequently been undertaken. ^ s on 



outcomes 



35 sk.^' S * v *> 



in listing a partial bibliography, cites some s ^vidi e 
investigations (Anderson & Walberg, 1968; \JaV> e S, j^yj., ^ & 



Anderson, 1972) support the fact that the LEI * Ca -U s ^ C °* s$ 

tially more learning variance than do better & *<Xsh e ^or* 

11 th 

as IQ. According to Walberg (1974), the c ombi riat: io tx 0 i % \$> 

^ ^gxic ^ ^ siting 

scales accounts for between 13 and 46 percent 0 ^ 1** 

outcomes. Thus, the general utility of the L^ 1 as a c\*^ ^su^ a 

capable of predicting important educational- c* it: ^*i a . ^ ^gt^ 11Sll M. 

Owing to the nature of the methodology v 00 4 H C O^ 0 % 

separate LEI scales, however, the LEI's capabi lit: y to ^xpl** 1 0l **l" 

information (that which leads to a better ond eI c *n<Hrig ^ps/ c 6J ^al 

variables mediating the instructional environ^ 811 * 1 ) > a $& *tpti^ e 

ed er *^J t>{fi- s 

information (that which is useful in arranging u C at i^ ^ofl* 1 

to optimize outcomes), is suspect. 
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The purpose of this paper was to assess whether the "rational" 
scale structure of the LEI (originally derived from a logical sorting 
procedure to insure homogeneity of item content for separate scales) 
matches its "empirical" structure derived from a large sample factor 
analysis of students 1 responses to the instrument. Owing to the nature 
of item content (intuitive grammatical redundancy) and the rather large 
number of individual scales on the instrument, it was predicted that 
some item rearrangement along the scales and a more simplistic factor 
structure would emerge from a simple principal components analysis. 

METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES 

Sample 

The sample for this study consisted of 4,465 secondary students 
in schools located in the Southeastern United States. The schools 
represented a wide variety of urban/rural differences and socioeconomic 
backgrounds. Students ranged in age from 12 to 18 years, with an average 
age of 14 years. Both males and females were approximately evenly 
represented in the sample (50.2% males, and 48.8% females) . 

Instrumentation 

The Learning Environment Inventory is an instrument designed to 
measure the social climate of a class as perceived by the pupils within it. 
The 1969 revision used in this study consisted of 105 items evenly 
distributed across 15 climate dimensions. The scale names are as follows: 
Cohesiveness, Diversity, Formality, Speed, Environment, Friction, Goal 
Direction, Favoritism, Difficulty, Apathy, Democratic, Cliquenes.s, 
Satisfaction, Disorganization, and Competitiveness. The LEI scales and 
a listing of their individual items can be found in Appendix A. 
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dimensions for the instrument, the author 
^ j J a tt^ mpta d to i ncluC je as scales only concepts considered 
<^ lev ^ t f£?t r s° C: Ul ps ych° lo Sic a i research, concepts previously identified 
2$ ^ r edi ct0rs of iaar ni ng, conC epts considered useful for research 

^Ck^y c° nStru e tion in e duc a tion, and concepts intuitively judged as 
i tnP ° tfc ^t Xt fpt th * s 0cl ^i P s y e hoi og y of the classroom (Anderson, 1973). 

^^ivi^ Ual ite ^s on the at e descriptive of typical school classes 
^ re ^p° ndent ^ xpr esses hi s agr eement or disagreement with each 
£ tat %*iX t Q<i a f °Ur^ poin t, L ik ert ^type rating scale from 1 — STRONGLY DIS- 

or der to help achi'ave acceptable levels 
0* lnt ^^ m l C ° nStst: Sncy f ° r the individual scales and to intuitively 
^eighfc ^ ^ SCa l^ s in terms of va riability, seven items were constructed 

**% t ire search shows that t es t - "test reliability for the LEI scales 
V ^ rl ^ S £ ro m 3 l0W °f .43 (Div et S ity) to a high of .73 (Friction). Coeffi- 
C ient * ^ f eternal ConS isten cy Vaj , y frora -54 (Diversity) to .85 (Goal 
V^ te ^^l^ n ^ int^-aciass co ttela tion, a class coefficient indicative 

°* 8t °^ r eJ- iabili ty 0 £ the Sc ^les i s re Ported to vary from .31 (Diversity) 
t° (Di50 r ^ ant ^tlon) • ^ LEI can be administered to individuals or 
gjr<> u Ps ^ 5e con d aty ^dents, uSU ally requires from 30 to 40 minutes 



*V a f° r ^ s t u dy v,ere c Qllected in late April and early May, 1975. 
^ e **** va^ admlnis tered withl -n individual schools during the regular school 

a s ^ 0 t the tota i field tes ting of the Georgia Principal Assessment 
& ^ ^ eV eJ- £ ' ped Wi thin P r °j e ct r.O.M-E. (Results Oriented Management in 
^ u j a c tll e \j nive rsity Qf Ge0 rgia. Group administrations required 



about 40 minutes to complete with groups ranging in size from approximately 
75 to 400 students. 

Statistical Analyses 

Individual student responses to the 105 LEI items were subjected to a 
principal components factor analysis and varimax rotation solution following 
procedures as outlined by Dixon (1973). Squared multiple correlation co- 
efficients were used as initial communality estimates. Before analysis, all 
items were coded in a manner consistent with the original LEI scale names so 
that a maximum score of 4 (Strongly Agree) for any item was associated with 
an increase in the dimension represented by the scale name. 

RESULTS 

Consistent with predicted results, the application of a principal com- 
ponents factor analysis procedure wj.th orthogonal rotation to the large sam- 
ple of student responses yielded only six salient factors (minimum eigen value 
1.00) accounting for approximately 24% of the total test variance. Of the 
105 LEI items, only 18 failed to load .30 or greater on one of the six factors 

Table 1 presents the number of significantly loaded items associated 
with the original LEI scales and their placement relative to the six factors 
resulting from the analysis. In addition to the 18 items failing to load on 
any factor, the decision was made to eliminate items loading on more than one 
factor (n=12) if the difference between their respective loadings was less 
than .10. Items loading in a bipolar manner were maintained and placed on the 
factors relative to their highest loading. These additional criteria for 
placement were established in an attempt to meet the general assumptions of 
orthogonality and to enhance interpretation of the factors. With the appli- 
cation of these additional criteria to the placement fo significantly load- 
ed items, only 81 items remained for the six salient factors. 
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In observing the data in Table 1, several general trends seem noticeable. 
The items representing the original LEI scales were scattered among the six 
factors with clustering on factors for some items and scales more predominant 
than for others. For example, five of the possible seven items originally 
classified as measuring Goal Direction , significantly and positively loaded 
on Factor 2, with the remaining items loading negatively on Factor 3. Similarly, 
all five of the significant items for the Environment scale loaded positively 
on Factor 2. The original scales of Formality , Speed , and Competitiveness 
were somewhat underrepresented with only 3 of a possible 7 items significantly 
loading on any of the 6 factors. It is interesting to note that all items 
significantly loading on Factors 1, 3, and 5 were negative, while those loading 
on Factors 2, 4, and 6 were all positively weighted. It appears that little 
item homogeneity for the original LEI scales is found with respect to their 
loadings across the six salient factors derived from this analysis. That is, 
while some clustering of items representing the respective scales was noted, 
there was a tendency for the items making up a particular scale to be dispersed 
across more than one factors 

Appendix B presents a listing of the significantly weighted LEI items 
for each of the six factors resulting from this analysis and the direction 
and magnitude of their respective factor loadings. In addition, the original 
LEI scale name with which they are associated is included, as well as load- 
ings and factor numbers for items loading on a second factor. The classi- 
fication represented is based on the selection and placement criteria de- 
scribed above. 

DISCUSSION 

Assuming that the or .ginal scale names of the LEI adequately reflect 
the content^of their rep) esentative items, the data in Table 1 depict some 
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interesting relationships between the LEI scales and students 1 perceptions 
in this sample. The most heavily weighted factor (Factor 1) in terms of the 
percentage of item variance accounted for is characterized by students 1 
perception of a school climate/learning environment as being relatively less 
disorganized (Disorganization), showing less Favoritism , and generally less 
Apathetic . Factor 2 seems to consist predominantly of students 1 perceptions 
of the school setting as having more Goal Direction , a better Environment , 
more satis fying (Satisfaction ) , and a greater display of general Democratic 
treatment of students. Factor 3 seems heavily comprised of Apathy , Clique- 
ness , and Friction . Factor 5 is most heavily weighted in terms of Diversity 
items. While little item homogeneity for the LEI items seemed evident as 
mentioned above, it is interesting to note that combinations of scales de- 
scribing the separate factors generally varied from one factor to the next. 
For example, the particular combination of LEI scales comprising Factor 1 
were seemingly different than those describing Factor 2, etc. 

Several tentative conclusions about the original structure of the LEI 
seem warranted given the results in this study. It appears that the separate 
scales originally derived from a rational sorting procedure to insure homo- 
geneity of item content are not independent in their structure, and that the 
process of empirically factor analyzing students 1 responses (perceptions) of 
their school climate/learning environment does not yield a factor structure 
matching the instrument's original scale names. This may poiAt to the im- 
portance of developing future environmental measures using empirical approaches 
to item development rather than that derived from tenets of sociopsychological 
theory and the judgments of persons concerning the meaning of item "content" 

As regards specific items, data presented here indicate that fully 23% 
(N=24) of the original 105 LEI items show either no meaningful relationship 
to the factors empirically derived in this study, or are loaded on more than 
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one factor. It might be noted in this regard that a subsequent analysis 
utilizing the same sample (N=4,465), and lowering the minimum eigen value to 
.40 in order to assess the alignment of the LEI items over a minimum of 15 
factors, failed to demonstrate that the items loaded in line with their 
original scale classifications. Thus it appears that the total instrument's 
"empirical 11 structure is not comprised of 15 separate factos, but may measure 
only six global characteristics of the school climate/learning environment. 

While it is difficult to derive specific factor "names 11 for the factors 
emerging xrom this analysis, it seems reasonably- to view the structure of 
the LEI in much more global terms than those proposed by Anderson (1973). In 
viewing the alignment t>f significantly weighted items from this analysis 
for each factor (Appendix B) , a more parsimonious structure (6 Factors) and 
more global interpretation of each factor seems in order. The comments that 
follow are based on two considerations: 1) the magnitude of specific item 
loadings relat?lve to other items, and 2) the number of items having common 
"content." Factor 1 seems to consist of student perceptions depicting general 
interpersonal tension, involvement, and class organization. Factor 2 depicts 
a general school attitude characterized by cohesive, goal oriented, and con- 
trolled class activity. Factor 3 seems to depict general estrangement from 
other students and academic activities .. .a possible composite of perceived 
"social distance" and confusion, factor 4 might be labeled "general school 
interpersonal malaise." Factor 5 seems to be heavily comprised of perceptions 
of student interests, work and friendships. And Factor 6, while having only 
h significantly weighted items, might be interpreted as representing student 
perceptions of the rigidity of "instructional press." Thus, two broad categories 
Renuningly emerge from this analysis... a first set of factors (numbers 1,3,4, 
and 5) dealing with interpersonal "kinds of things", and a second set (num- 
bers 2 and 6) centering on instructional "kinds of things". Again, while 
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difficult to apply specific factor names to the six salient factors pre- 
sented here, it appears that the LEI as originally constructed (15 scales) 
is more simple in structure, and measures more global student perceptions 
of the school climate/learning environment than those proposed in Anderson (1973). 

In conclusion those using the LEI in future educational research for 
diagnostic and prescriptive purposes might be well advised to consider the 
instrument as measuring more "global 11 student perceptions than originally 
implied. The findings reported here suggest that considerable item/scale 
revision of the instrument is in order. It may be that those developing 
"high inference" measures to assess characteristics of the school environ- 
ment make faulty leaps in both logic methodology, and subsequent inter- 
pretation of research findings, by assuming that the rationally judged mean- 
ing and feeling for a particular instrument item is the same as that of the 
respondent for which the measure is. being created. As a respondent considers 
the totality or specifics of the school setting in relationship to a parti- 
cular item, his response may entail a perception quite different from that 
of tlie instrument developer. 

Even though factor analysis can be approached in a myriad of ways, 
setting many different criteria for factor extraction and the selection and 
placement of scale items, it may be, as Nunnally (1975) has suggested, that 
the principal components, varimax rotation solution to instrument development 
applied in this analysis is as meaningful as any. If this be the case, then 
the conclusions cited above may well hold in the future application of factor 
analytic techniques to responses on the LEI as it currently exists. 
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TABLE 1 



Summary of the Number of Significantly Loaded Items 
From the Original LEI Scales and their Respective Factor Placements 





LEI SCALES 


I* 


2 


FACTORS 
2* A 


5* 6 


Row Totals 


1. 


Cohesiveness 




2 


2 




2 


6 


2. 


Diversity 




2 




1 


A 


7 


3. 


Formality 




2 






1 


3 


A. 


Speed 








2 


1 


3 


5. 


Environment 




5 








5 


6. 


Friction 


2 






A 


1 


7 


7. 


Goal Direction 




5 


9 






7 


8. 


Favoritism 


3 






2 




A 


9. 


Cliqueness 


1 








2 


6 


10. 


Satisfaction 




A 


1 






5 


11. 


Disorganization 


A 






2 




6 


12. 


Difficulty 






1 


2 


2 


5 


13. 


Apathy 


3 






A 




7 


1A. 


Democratic 




A 


3 






7 


15. 


Competitiveness 




2 






1 


3 




Column Totals 


13 


26 


? 


19 


To A 


"8T 



* All items for factor negatively loaded. 
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SCALES AND ITEMS 
OF THE 

Tuning environment inventory 



A. Cohesiveness 

1. Members of the classes do favors for one another. 

2. A student has the chance to get to know all other students 
in my classes. 

3. Members of classes are personal friends. 

4. All students taiov each other very well. 

5. Students are not ± n close enough contact to develop likes 
or dislikes fo * one another. 

6. My classes are made up of individuals who do not know each 
other well* 

7. Each student knov s the other members of my classes by their 
first names* 

B. Diversity 

1. My classes have students with many different interests. 

2. Interests vary g reat ly within my classes. 

3. Some students ar*^ interested in completely different things 
than other 0tuden ts . 

4. Class members te n< i to pursue different kinds of problems. 

5. My classes divide t heir efforts among several purposes. 

6. My classes are qo^iog toward many different goals. 

7. Different studen ts vary a great deal regarding which aspects 
of my classes they are interested in. 

C. Formality 

1. Students who b re a k the rules are penalized. 

2. My classes have rules to guide their activities. 

3. Students are ask^d to follow strict rules. 

15 
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Appendix A page 2 

Formality (continued) 

4. My classes are rather informal and few rules are imposed. 

5. There is a recognized right and wrong way of going about 
class activities. 

6. All classroom procedures are well-established. 

7. There is a set of rules for the students to follow. 

D. Speed 

1. The pace of my classes is rushed. 

2. My classes have plenty of time to cover the prescribed amount 
of work. 

3. Students do not have to hurry to finish their work. 
A. There is little time for day-dreaming. 

5. My class members feel rushed to finish their work. 

6. My claw • a have difficulty keeping up with their assigned work. 

7. "The course materials are covered quickly. 

E. Environment 

1. The books and equipment students need or want are easily 
available to them in the classrooms. 

2. A good collection of books and magazines is available in my 
classrooms for students to use. 

3. The students would be proud to show their classrooms to a 
visitor. 

4. My classrooms are bright and comfortable. 

5. There are displays around my classrooms. 

6. My classrooms are too crowded. 

7. There is enough room for both individual and group work. 
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Friction 

1. There is constant bickering among class members. 

2. Certain students have no respect for other students. 

3. There are tensions among certain groups of students that tend 
to interfere with class activities. 

4. Certain students in my classes are responsible for petty 
quarrels. 

5. Certain students don't like other students. 

6. Certain students are considered uncooperative. 

7. There is an undercurrent of feeling among students that tends 
to pull my classes apart. 

Goal Direction 

1. My classes know exactly what they have to get done. 

2. The objectives of my classes are not clearly recognized. 

3. Students have little idea of wh^t my classes are attempting 
to accomplish. 

4. The objectives of my classes are specific. 

5. Each student knows the goals of the courses. 

6. My classes realize exactly how much work they have to do. 

7. Each student in my classes has a clear idea of the class goals. 

Favoritism 

1. The better students 1 questions are more sympathetically 
answered than those of the average students. 

2. All the students in my classes enjoy the same privileges. 

3. The better students are granted special privileges. 

4. Only the good students are given special projects. 



Favoritism (continued) 

5. My classes are controlled by actions ° a feW & a* 
favored. 

6. Students who have past histories of fr alri § dis^ 1 * & *obl elJlS 
are discriminated against. 

7. Certain students are favored more th2 n re ^' 
I. Cliqueness 

ci xe^ s * 

1. Certain students work only with tbei^ 

2. Students cooperate equally with all d as s ^^0* 

3. Some students refuse to mix with the 1:68 1 D f ^^s e ^ 

- Of \VL _ 

4. Some groups of students work together ^Sa^je^ n ^ t* 1 
others in the classes are doing. 



5. Certain groups of friends tend to si^ to 8*the£' 

nth 0 ffl^bft 

6. Most students cooperate equally with ° c i$0 

7. * Certain students stick together in sd^ 11 gjrotfP^* 



J. Satisfaction 

1. The students enjoy their class woi'k* 

2. Personal dissatisfaction with my cI* bS S ifc to 0 \> e 
a problem. 

3. Many students are dissatisfied with ^ ucl1 that ^ a *H s 

4. There is considerable dissatisfaction wit h t W ^ °* d aSses * 

5. The members look forward to coming t° ^ 

6. After my classes, the students have * 0 f ^ 

7. Students are well-satisfied with the tf or k ^ f 0 
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K. Disorganization 

1. There are long periods during which my classes do nothing. 

2. The work of my classes is frequently interrupted when some 
students have nothing to do. 

3. My classes are well organized. 

4. The classes are disorganized. 

5. My classes are well-organized and efficient. 

6. Many class members are confused by what goes on in my classes. 

7. There is a great deal of confusion during class meetings. 

L. Diff lty 

1. The work in my classes is difficult. 

2. Students are constantly challenged. 

3. The subject studied requires no particular aptitude on the 
part of the students. 

4. Students in my classes tend to find the work hard to do. 

5. The subject presentations in my classes are elementary for many 
students. 

6. Most students consider the subject matter easy. 

7. Many students in the school would have difficulty doing the 
advanced work of my classes. 

M. Apathy 

1. Failure of my classes would mean little to individual members. 

2. Students don't care about the future of the class as a group. 

3. Members of my classes don't care what the class does. 
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st ii dents s hare a comn io n c0 ncern for the success of my classes 
^ 0& t stu ^ txts si ncer eiy wa nt my classes to be a success. 
F ^j.l ure of c l asse s would mean nothing to most members, 
g^dents a great conC ern for the progress of my classes. 



C l* s * dec is±ons tend to be made by all the students. 
pe cisi ° ns ^ffacti n 8 ray passes tend to be made democratically. 
Ce* tain St Udent s have more influence on my classes than others. 
Ce* taiTt St Udent s im P°Se their wishes on the whole class. 



t?acfr ^^^v n £ ^ c Usses has as much influence as any other 

*> er ' 

^ c 3^ sS es do is determined by all the students. 
™ e ttib~ of m y el asS es have much greater influence than 



C %e t i ciVeneSs 

1 Stu ^^ nts w^ nt ^eir work to be better than their friends* 

no**' 

^odents ci^pete to See who can do the best work. 

few of ^ c lass mentors always try to do better than the 

g t u dents f^ e i left o ut: un less they compete with their classmates. 
^ 0 &t stu ^ nts cooperate rather compete with one another. 
tye** is m Uch cotnpetttion * n classes. 
gt: adents s ^ ldotn co *Pet e with one another. 
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FACTOR 1 
(Eigen Value=10.25) 



Item 

1. There is constan . bickering among 
class members. 

2. There are tensions among certain 
groups of students that tend to 
interfere wi ch class activities. 

3. The better students are granted 
special privileges • 

4. Only the good students are given 
special projects. 

5. My classes are controlled by 
actions of a few members who are 
favored. 

6. The work of my classes is fre- 
quently .interrupted when some 
students have nothing to do. 

7. Students cooperate equally with 
all class members. 

8. My classes are well organized. 

9 # My classes are well-organized 
and efficient. 

10. Failure of my classes would mean 
little to individual members. 

11.. The classes are disorganized. 

12. Students don't care about the 
future of the class as a group. 

13. Members of my classes don't care 
what the class does. 



Scale 

Name Loading 



Friction -.38 

Friction -.31 

Favoritism -.34 

Favoritism -.35 

Favoritism -.35 

Disorganization - - 3 1 

Cliquenes s -.33 

Disorganization - . 49 

Disorganization - . 48 

Apathy -.35 

Disorganization -.53 

Apathy -.41 

Apathy -.38 



Additional 
Loading 
and 

(Factor Number) 



-.32 (2) 



22 

ERLC 



i 



FACTOR 2 
(Eigen Value=7.23) 



Item 

1. A student has the chance to get 
to know all other students in 
my classes. 

2. All students know each other 
very well. 

3. My classes divide their efforts 
among several purposes. 

4. My classes are working toward 
many different goals. 

5. There is a recognized right and 
WTong way of going about class 
activities. 

6. All class procedures are well 
established. 

7. A good collection of books and 
magazines is available in my 
classrooms for students to use. 

8. The students would be proud to 
show their classrooms to a 
visitor. 

9. My classrooms are bright and 
comfortable. 

10. There is enough room for both indi- 
vidual and group work. 

11. There are displays around my 
classrooms. 

12. My classes know exactly what they 
have to get done. 



Scale 
Name 



Cohesiveness 
Cohesiveness 
Diversity 
Diversity 

Formality 
Formality 

Environment 

Environment 
Environment 
Environment 
Environment 
Goal Direction 



Loading 

.41 
.47 
.31 
.38 

.38 
.53 

.37 

.49 
.47 
.41 
.37 
.43 



Additional 
Loading 
and 

(Factor Number) 



23 

ERIC 



FACTOR 2 
(continued) 



Item 

13. The objectives of my classes 
are specific. 

14. Each student knows the . goalsoof 
the courses. 

15. My classes realize exactly how 
much work they have to do. 

16. Each student in my classes has 

a clear idea of the class goals. 

17. The students enjoy their class 
work. 

18. After my classes, the students 
have a sense of satisfaction. 



Scale 
Name 



Goal Direction 



Goal Direction 



Goal Direction 



Goal Direction 



Satisfaction 



Satisfaction 



Loading 



.48 



.54 



.48 



.53 



.41 



.54 



Additional 
Loading 
and 

(Factor Number) 



19. The members look forward to 
coming to class meetings. 

20. Students are well-satisfied 
with the work of my classes. 

21. Class decisions tend to be 
made by all the students. 

22. Decisions affecting my classes 
tend to be made democratically. 

23. Each member of my classes has as 
much influency as any other mem- 
ber. 

24. What my classes do is deter- 
mined by all the students. 

25. Students feel left out unless 
they compete with their class- 
mates. 

26. There is much competition in 
my classes. 



Satisfaction 



Satisfaction 



Democratic 



Democratic 



Democratic 



Democratic 



Competitiveness 



Competitiveness 



.46 



.51 



.44 



.30 



.47 



.47 



.31 



.30 



ERIC 



24 



FACTOR 3 
(Eigen Value=2.38) 



Item 



Scale 
Name 



Loading 



Additional 
Loading 
and 

(Factor Number) 



1. Students are not in close enough 
contact to develop likes or dis- 
likes for one another. 

2. My classes are made up of indivi- 
duals who do not know each other 
well. 

3. The objectives of my classes are not 
clearly recognized. 

4. Students have little idea of what 
my classes are attempting to 
accomplish. 

5. There is considerable dissatis- 
faction with the work of my 
classes. 

6. The subject presentations in my 
classes are elementary for many 
students* 

7. Certain students have more in- 
fluence on ray classes than others. 

8. Certain students impose their 
wishes on the whole class. 

9. A few members of my classes 
have much greater influence 
than the other members. 



Cohesiveness 



Cohesiveness 



Goal Direction 



Goal Direction 



Satisfaction 



Difficulty 



Democratic 



Democratic 



Democratic 



-.33 



-.34 



-.31 



-.39 



-.31 



-.36 



-.32 



-.34 



-.43 



ERLC 



25 



FACTOR 4 
(Eigen Valued. 93) 



Item 

1. My classes have difficulty keeping 
up with their assigned work. 

2. Different students vary a great 
deal regarding which aspects of 
my classes they are interested in. 

3. The course materials are covered 
quickly . 

4. Certain students in my classes 

are responsible for petty quarrels. 

5. There is an undercurrent of feel- 
ing among students that tends to 
pull my classes apart. 

6. Certain students don't like other 
students. 

7. Certain students are considered 
uncooperative . 

8. - Certain students are favored 

more than the rest. 

9. Certain groups of friends tend 
to sit together. 

10. Most students cooperate equally 
with other class members, 

11. Certain students stick together 
in small groups. 

12. Many class members are confused 
by what goes on in my classes. 

13. There is a great deal of confusion 
during class meetings. 

14. Most students consider the sub- 
matter easy. 



Scale 
Name 



Speed 

Diversity 

Speed 

Friction 

Friction 

Friction 

Friction 

Favoritism 

Cliqueness 

Cliqueness 

Cliqueness 

Disorganization 

Disorganization 

Difficulty 



Loading 
.46 

.46 
.38 
.31 

.47 

•V 

.49 
.53 
.46 
.44 
.60 
.30 
.44 
.37 



Additional 
Loading 
and 

(Factor Number) 



-.33 (5) 



-.40 (5) 



-.30 (5) 



-.32 (3) 



ERLC 
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FACTOR 4 
(continued) 



Item 

15. Many students in the school would 
have difficulty doing the advanced 
work of my classes. 

16. Students share a common concern for 
the success of my classes. 

17. Most students sincerely want ray 
classes to be a success. 

18. Failure of my classes would mean 
nothing to most members. 

19. Students have a great concern for 
the progress of my classes. 



Scale 
Name 



Difficulty 

Apathy 

Apathy 

Apathy 

Apathy 



Loading 

.47 
.42 
.35 
.44 
.51 



Additional 
Loading 
and 

(Factor Number) 



-.32 (1) 



27 



ERLC 



FACTOR 5 
(Eigen Value=1.65) 



Additional 
Loading 

Scale and 
Item Name Loading (Factor Number) 



1 . Members of the classes do favors 
for one another. 

2. Members of my classes are personal 
friends. 

3. My classes have students with many 
different interests. 

A. Interests vary greatly within my 
classes. 

5. Some students are interested in 
completely different things 
than other students. 

6. Class members tend to pursue 
different kinds of problems. 

7. Certain students have no respect 
for other students. 

8. Certain students work only with 
their close friends. 

9. Some groups of students work to- 
gether regardless of what the 
others in the classes are doing. 

10. A few of the class members always 
try to do better than the others. 



Cohesiveness *" .33 

Cohesiveness .AO 

Diversir.v *".A0 

Diversity - .A5 

Diversity ~.A7 

Diversity .37 

Friction ^.39 

Cliqueness "".33 

Cliqueness ~.A5 

Compe tit ivene s s * . A 6 



28 



ERIC 



FACTOR 6 
(Eigen Valued. 05) 



Item 

1. Students are asked to follow 
strict rules. 

2. Students do not have to hurry 
to finish their work. 

3. Students are constantly challenged. 

4. Students in my classes tend to find 
the work hard to do. 



29 



Additional 
Loading 

Scale and 
Name Loading (Factor Number) 

Formality .35 

Speed .39 
Difficulty .30 

Difficulty .37 
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